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AbSt“’Ct

Beha 1ora1 obJect1ves prov1de the basis for. systemat1c p]ann1ng of '5?;;
’ 'p1nstruct1on Th%s systemat1c approacn enab]es the: des1gner tdi,grk more ‘ﬁ

‘ effect1ve]y and 1t enab]es the 1earner tQ‘understand what 1s expected ﬁpﬂh D

s

~ L

ﬂﬁj'complet1on of the'learn1ng exper1ence. There are,, however a wide range of ,}yu;iﬁ

.
“ v e

views, conaern1ng the advantages of behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves. The’purbose of th1s

paper 1s to present a cr1t1ca1 rev1ew of the 11terature on behav1ora1 obJect1ves. L

s B

'
3 l’

‘ .ufhns paper 1is d1V1ded 1nto‘f0ur maJor areas. (1) def1n1t10n of a behav16ra1,;.a~ i
a . \ K -"’/' ’

.

Q:ijectiVe; (2) the funct1bn of. behavqora] obJect1ves, (3) a

)

<

“-fdrmat for cohstruct1ng,behav1ora1 obJect1ves, and (4) th p:Ls~and cons of
\‘.g § . : \;;.‘- . 'A . P
LT behav1ora1//h3ect1ves., R T ST AR ’_{ *3¢?f'
‘ ] " 0 R )

The/ﬁ1terature rev1ew‘reveals ‘that current f1nd1ngs on the,effects of

\, . .
. DY . . . A

(Y

. B Y.
1nstruct1ona1 obJect1vestrov3de no conc1ds1ve or’cons1stent
e .

T3 . g« . . . { » ;‘
. re]at1onsh1p!between the USe of 0bJect1ves and student 1earn1ng. Consequent]y

there is a need to assess the behav1ora1/953ect1ves movement tq adent1fy ",th&
: strengths and weaknesses,»and to suggest areas- in wh1ch research 1s needed' fhg"-;
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) Introductlon °; - 'p,f L 1”7 . ',,'_ - L

>

K 2 .
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- ?-_ uBehavwra'l ob3ect1ves have been centra1 to the concept of 1nstruct1ona1
. )

systems deve1opment They‘hav now been 1ncorpoq;ted 1nto the des1gn1ng Of

= ol
-__curr1cu1um. ahey prov1de the-bas1s for pJann1ng 1nstruct1on. They‘hg&'ﬁbeen

o . } '-»" .

used to te11 1earners what 1s expected of them upon comp1et1on of. the 1earn1ng»-’
S A s co
e exper1ence.’ Thére 1s, however, a"WTde range of V1ews concern1ng the adVantages

:of behav16ra1 ob3ect1ves, as we11 as many vary1ng op1n1ons as: to the techn1ca1

,Eff aspects of how and for What purpose they shou1d ‘be’! used Behav1ora1 ObJeCt1VES

\N
~ ,.'

. O | }
.. prov1de a po1nt of departure for a thoroughgo1ng f%tempt to 1mproy;

By prec1se1y stat1ng 1n behav1ora1 terms what the student sh0u1d beQab1e to

e & o
do after the 1earn1ng eXper1ence, tqe des1gner hopes to reduce any gaps~
,.11:’, * -’ . > . .
betWeen the des1red outcomes of educat1on and the 1ntent1ons oﬁ%{he in _ructor. .
. v S J@ .‘ L o

vy v

This approach has been cr1§1c1zed from both iggrqcu1um spet1a11sts an },f;;;
educat1ona1~technoTog1sts.; Th1s paper 1s a‘xcriticat rev1ew of the 11terature

-

n‘* on behayﬂora1 obJectlves, 1t 1s dlqgged 1nto four partS' (1) determ1n1ng a

cons1stent def1n1¢1on, (2) %~conS1stent acceptab1e format USed for wr1t1ng
B? I

behav1ora1 obgect1vesl\4§) the funct1on of beh%dﬁora1 obaecfives, and (4) thec';

- cases for and aga1nstgthe use of behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves.;?d1’j$”§5si f71:7 .5f ?Lh.
2 . I Def1n1ngﬁBehav1ora1 Ob ct1ves ﬂ;~,jﬁ ~".f.~- "ﬁﬂt‘ ﬁkiai ig' ﬂ:»v:.“'vg_.“
I At f1rst 1t may seem that def1n%ng obJect1ves is’ réa11y not,é d1ff1cu1t l;‘{-
o [} \ o B
task However, educatons*exper#enced-:?ih curr1cu1um deve1opment Wcourses
_ -; deve]opment and tﬂgse_who ha%e tr1ed‘fo deve1op procedures for eva]uat1ng
: e 2 o
-3 : o
o students w111 attest to the fact”tha 1t 1s. Pa1mer (1974)5fe%15 that most-*- .
s . . ® e \\ <’ ("
educators ake the task of def1n',g behaV1ora1 obJect1ves far too comp11cated
' (4 . i » n : ‘ "'-cl‘ ' . K .‘
o (" S \ -i; e
EMC ® ! D Dt

b —
PR ' .

wftruct1on. o

7 L

14
)

LY



i ] R
,y‘." ¥ 5y x bt

;;u;Behav1or$1 ObJect1ves

;Behavuora] ObJect1ves 1n A

Defi 1ng Behav1ora1~0b3ect1ves 1n Relat1on to Term1na1 Behav1br ‘

5 ”] be d1v1ded 1nto f1ve partsn (]5rﬁefindng'5f;7'5;};_

a / - v """ . § . '. . : -’\ .' ‘!_l-,l-.",\-d.‘; '
) Many educators have def1ned the term behav1ora1 prect1ve. L1ndva11 Soe
(1964) states thatﬁthe process of deve]op1ng behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves 1s bas1ca11yx
' one of v fac111tat1ng commun1cat1on ‘ Th1s is accomp11she by choos1ng zﬁu,‘.fg

- ! dv.'-.

| prec1se vords. and statements so that there is a c1ear and exact mean1ng forjﬂj’f";:

. those read1ng the obJect1ve._ Popham (1969) wr1tes that whether these state—";&‘
_ . .

,_ments are referred to as ob3ect1ves,_a1ms, goa]s, 1htents, or outcomes,1s

re]at1ve1y un1mportant Nhatever synonym 1s used /’,behav1ora1 obJect1ve '%5';':

.3'shou1d refer to an, 1ntended change wh1ch one w1shes to br1ng agput 1n a 5? ‘lf_ ﬁ;f :

4 .‘; ER PN 2
.
: . .’ N b

'i'gylearner.' B]oom (195?) deﬁf%es obJec ives as be1ng spec1f1c formu1as that th?[

-ﬁyi'educat1ve process uses to change student behav1or._ Mager s (1962) def1n1t1onh S

»

”{‘oﬁkbehav1ora1 obJect1ve has probab]y 1nf1uencedxmore educators than any’ other*

g, a

“TTﬁdef1n1€%on (an ob3ect1ve 1s a statement desEﬁqP1ng a proposed change 1n a

lilearner,.1t spec1f1es what the 1earner w111¢be 11ke ﬁhen heJhas succes,.“]]y | *f

B e
P .

comp]eted a- 1earn1ng exper1ené% t))rexample, an ob3eot1ve wr1tten fi"

Cod *

5th grade sc1ence c1ass US1ng Mage s 3 character1st1z§ of a we]] statedﬂ
-"obJect1ve wou]d look T1ke the fo]]ow1nq' G1ven a bat ery, 11ght bdﬁb socket

and pleces gf w1re, the student \ﬁ11 be 3p1e to demonstrnte the' mak1ng of an'up

,.

-

. :fr' . '," oo {'
B . S X :
R . : .
.

- Ce NP
/Vgﬂ e1ectr1c c&;cuythby cqﬁhect1ng w1res to batteny\~ d socket and te?ﬁpng thd‘ﬂ T

11ghtang of the gplg
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o Def1n1ng‘BehaV1ora1 ObJect1Ves 1n Relat1on to'SubJect Matter *f,.f{ :q L
“,—“f’l “ L : .

T A maJor cons1derat1onrwhen one 1s-def1n1ng behav1ora1 obJect1ves 1s that

)

”

va'1» 4.1

of determ1n1ng what 1s to be 1earned by the 1earner An educat10na1 obJectmve

v -

has been desdr1bed as,one 1n wh13h the learner s behav1or 1s_p1ear1y and
',..., X 4.1 \,& ',

Y - . E e et
°

4

term1na} behav10r; but q]So the part1cu1ar aspects of the subJect matter to

'J. " ‘k
ro‘

"‘ .e .
;“'wh1ch the Wearner'must address h1mse1f 1n order that 1earn1ng ma ccur.
Ib(

s .

TL*\

Gagne and Brngs (1974\\§tate that the f1rst step 1n def1n1ng obJect1ves ]S to -

- 1dent1fy tbe purpose o? the course.. Th1s purpose shou]d be concerned w1th
' ' f
what beham1ora1 change w111 take p]ace shou]d the purposé’of the course be

atta1ned They a1so fee] that these purposes shou]d be stated as tpmed1ate //

«,_.'x C s

W37 1 o~ v

-
- -~

) outcomes of 1nstruct1on, and not outcomes to be reached 1n t2e dsstant fUture,y'«

o Th1s protesi of- )dent1fyung the purpose wﬂ11 he]p teachers t

make cLear

~

L statements ofkwhat'they are try1ng to teach Some teachers 1n the past have

had a clear understandnng of what was to Be taught and what»was to be learned
by*the student, and were ab1e~to’translate th1s not1on 1nto re]evant 1ear 1ng

F
expernences w1thout ever hav1ng put them down on paper However many ther

\
teachers have not carr1ed-the¥r th1dk1ng beyond the point of se]ect1ng the ib

/

? ¥ .

;n_are to; do w1th the 1nformat1on ~~; L N 3:1-}'

'.~‘ . o o t  ./ '\/ 1 *\

- Operat1onaﬁﬁsm and Behav1o¥a1 ObJect1ves . f_, » »-.' "

. 4 . '
e Operat1ona11sm 1s a concept borrowed from the hard sc1ences ‘Tt is con-
. N A .

lﬂ“ preo1seJy spec1f1ed 1n re]at1on to the subJect matter wrth whrch the 1earner .

1s expected to déa] Thaf“ti, the ob3ect1Ve must spec1fy ﬁot only'the learner

4
Pt

S

N

< .

contenﬁ~to be presented They have got:cons1dered care%ully what the student?>_ ,

4

N

N

. ; terned w1th b§n1sh1ng amb1gu1ty and obscur1ty from the 1anguage of sc1ence'S » '

ByLapp1y1ng é1ent1f1c concepts to concrete proceddyes ane cou]d avo1d

Y N
B 1ncons1stent and contrad1ctory m?a£1ngs; In the context of&obJect1ves 1t
. Lo 3 : - DR - . ) ) .

"‘ j/ . - - L ) g = - n' »'- ’*-.\.

qﬂ«s' oD y - - %» < - . -'
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refers to the process of def1n1ng abstract constructs or conceptiffn terms;of ’ , 'f
v / A ; .

‘a . 11m1ted number oT 1nstances drawn from the three doma1ns of 1earn1ng

’ﬂ; cogn1t1ve, affect1ve, and psychomotor (T1eman, 1977). Tuckman (1972) says.

‘an operat1ona1 def1n1t1on 1s a def1n1t1on based on the observab]e character—

's;:i: '

o

'3
1st1cs of that ‘which™ s, bevng def1ned In the f1e1d of” behav1ora1 ‘research),

. *(‘(perat1ona1 def1n1¢1ons are formu]ated o) that stat1st1ca1 methods can/be Lo

app11ed These methods produce reportab]e eV1dence and hardkconclus1ons

b I

: v} Th& behavioral 0b3ect1ves approach requ1res that behav1ora1 obJect1ves be T

o
[y

" prec1se1y stated in behav1ora1 terms. 'j ' B S

i Oppos1ng V1ew Po1nts Concern1ng thegDef1n1t1on : ,.. ;. o f;'"

Some educ tors feel that there is d1ff1cu1ty with exp11c1t1y def1n1ng . 'd B

'ff behav1ora1 ObJ c{;ves.. MacDona]d Ross (197°) po1nts out thét some of the7 )12:

probJems encounx ed in the behav1ora1 obgect1ve doma1n are extens1ons of
'\ N i
the bas1c problems faced by operat13na11sm He, states "What’exact]y

'“‘~: \ .
O\ ounts -3 an. operat1on? Nhat happeﬁ% to the Concepts when we are not" per- ‘\%

~ Y.

form1ngdoperat1ons or 1f we have not yet 1earnt how to perform t?an“

’bttrlHempel (1958) says. that fhe éreatest advdhces\in\sc1ent1f1c syst mat1sat1on o : .

v'ff .have not beén accomp11shed as-d resu]t of refer ng exp 1c1t1y to. obs&rvab]e W
- 4

' “behav1ors, but rather by means of 1aws that speak of var1ous hypothet1ca1 or_bsf“.
L/" .
¥ RN

'_theoret1ca1‘attr1butes He po1nts out that act1v1t1es, events, and att1tudes

\A__

-t wh1ch are ngt ascerta1nab1e by d1rect observat1on»have an 1mportant and valld

y

p]ace in the educat1ona1 system For 1nstance, in the f1ne arts 1t 15 ' ?i f

'fextremely d1ff1cu1t to have an observaﬁ]e product w n Judgment fee11ng, -

'~ ‘and creat1v1ty p]ay such a maJor rol&’ ﬁ'MacDonald R sg\pornts out that as far ;
3 : .
- . 2 a7 : .
. as art subJecgé are con erned there %{e no u1¢1mate goaﬂs to be reached but .
hrather st dards of Jud ment spd tastes to. be deve]oped’ ,He a]so says that




'~these broad goaTS 1n the arts do represent a typg of behav1or, §h1ch be1ng f v:.v 8
u1nternaT~T§ not. observabTe. E1sner (1967) supports the pos1t1ons that att1tudes,

va1ues, an crg/idve exper1ences are 1mporfant educat1ona1 glms wh1ch cannot be 4?.

7’

. transTated 1nto behav1ora1 terms.- Burns (1972) fee15 that if the def1n1t1on . Lf”%ffﬁ
Nom S "
"~ of behav1ora1 obJect1ves 1s concerned on1y w1th spec1f1c behav1ors, there is ook

. L4 Uy
- noe-: room for expans1on, self d1scovery, or191na11ty, and whatever you m1ght

-~

-w1sh to ca11 thbt wh1ch is subsumed under the generaT term "creat1v1ty."'

- -t
coe '. -~ o

.‘ . - . . ) : .._ L ) L. . ; _»‘:, e
© A ) .

'”Research ReTkted to the: Deve10pment of a Con51stent 09erat1ona1 Def1n1t1on .

) A ser1es of stud1es (Barron, Gerlach and Haygood 197% and Haygood i _—
: J . 4
. GerTach and W1gand 1977) dea1 w1th ana1yz1ng,rater S. percept1on of the com-. . !
| J -

- ponents of behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves, rated both 1ﬁ 1soTat1on and w1th1n comp}ete

5 statements of obJectjves.- These étud1es measured the’ degree tOJLhTCh the ) o
‘ \‘ A . ) l: AN \ -
var1ous components contr1bute to the raters' percept1ons of the comp1ete

.
- P

obgeet1ve.. These emp1r1ta¢*stud1es have current1y 1nvest1gated the deve10pment '
(

°

of a cons1stent opeFat1ona1 def1n1t1on‘Bf the terms»behaV1ora1¢obJect1ug/

o The resu1ts 1ndmcate c1ear1y that no s1n91e component the vérb d1rett obJect

_— &mnd1t1on, or standard, shou1d be s1ngTed out as be1ng of: pr1mary 1mportance o

3

?* 1n determ1nfng the character of a behav1ora1 obJect1ve Invest1gators are

- iy & ‘ ; . .
I mov1ng c1oser towards a cons1stent operat1onéﬂ def1n1t1on of theubehaV1ora1 L (

~ o ”

prec¢1ve, but add1t1ona1 research is needed that w111 T1m1t the many d1s- o

o BN
crepanc1es among educators concern1ng th&idef1n1t1on. : _.a_; T e
vII F0rm '_ : . _ N D : N o Co
m ’ . o . \(-. ’ ), ‘
MaJor Iheor1sts VTeWSrUﬁ/FOF ) . o S I e | /~

‘Many . art1c1es and booPs have appeared in ‘the profes&ﬁonaT 11terature

e
, concern1ng the prgper form of behav1ora1 obJett1ves (Mager, 1962 BToom 1964

. - L] . .
¥ ' . . . @ . . : . : e o "_a

A




S L . NS T b .
. : : : v T C < Sy v . o v\‘
: L1ndvaTT 1963 Popham and Baker, 1970.»and K1b1er, Barker, and M1Tes, 1970)

.‘ ‘,’

Ty]er (1934) suggests one shoqu state the obaect1Ves in such cTear and.
\ i .

def1n1te terms that they can sirve as gu1de for construct1ng test quest1ons¢ - o
\ ' \..’

[

ol
".44

Many statements of obJect1ves

D)

\?
re S0 vague and nebuTous that the{}prove to

\ 8

2 L}
".v“ ;-- ‘L7

be gT1tter1ng genera]at1es wh1ch are~3f T1tt1e vaTue as gu1de 1n teach1ng and
| b

age s (1962) three cr1ter1a for*a weTT

4o

nlfstated behav1ora1 obJect1ve are probab]y the best known° (T) Oné 'should state -

o L

the obJect1ve in terms of what the Tearner w1TT ‘be abTe to do after the i «

1earn1ng‘exper1ence Th1s is done by seTect1ng verbs Which despr1be observabTe

actlons.n Such wnrds as 1dent1Fy, descr1be, construct “and- T1st are far Tess

i .
9 9 o

‘amb1guous than - verbs.such as to knou, understand or appr:z;dt (2) The

‘second character1st1c of a weTT stated obJect1ve 1s a statppent of the condiJK<-u ql'
. R

)
t1ons under wh1ch th

erformance rs to occur Cond1t1oﬂs should be stated

—

cTearTy enoughvthat; thers understand wou; Jntent as you understand 1t. :

-N

(3) The th1rd character1st1c of a weTT\stated obJect1ve is the cr1te/aon, ‘the af o

;oo quality or TeveT of- performance that w1TT be cons1dered aCceptabTe.

3 Soms éducators feel that Mager s cr1teria for a weTT stated behav1ora1
S ~
Oth 1ve Have wQ“knesses Merr1TT (1570) reports that Mager S cr1ter1a for

</ 4

Ca weTl stated obJectlxe/faaT to d1st1nqu1sh the TeVeT ot behav1or He states S

. ‘that there are mdre purpoges toﬂ1nstructrona]*ob3ect1ves than transm1ss1on of ';

D)

knowTédge and 1ncreas1ng prof1c1ency He aTso po1nts out that there are two
, ¥ ol
' cTasses of cond1f“ons under wh1ch behav1oﬁ is to occur. The f1rst is concerned

./ \ ) ,
w1th those-cond1t30n5re1ated to a: part1cu1ar subJect matter and: un1que to the T

‘,\ test1ng s1tuat1on An- exampTe of a Gond1t1on stated in 2 benav1ora1 obJect1ve

.
»

= for a~math‘cTass you]d be” " -us1ng only a'caTcuTator;.. orv ..,us1na-on1y

v€  the protractor' The second s concerned w1thnéhe psychoTog1calkcond1t1ons

+

wh1ch heTp def1ng’the behav1or ‘being obéerved _ This second type i3 ‘quite often

' A T o e i 0-’.
A e ST
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' o L

: overTooked and 1s ‘more 1mportant because‘the type of behav1or be1ng observed

' N
) will change wﬁen»psycholog1ca1 cond1t1on§ ~are changed, In most cases the

psychoTog1caT cond1t1ons are not stated in the ob3ect1ve but have an 1mpor-.
tant effect upon 1ts outcome. For exampTe, the cTassroom Tearn1ng env1ronment

is t¥p1ca11y not normaT the day before Chr1stmas vacat1on\ MacDonaTd Ross

¢

(1973) feeTs tha%ua fourth character1st1c sh0u1d§ai;o be cons1dered when deter-

C 4.

m1n1ng what cons tutes a weTT stated ob3ect1ve obJect1ve shou]d be

reTeVant to thedgeneral educat1onaT alms of a course. He states"PNo ruTes _

I

: are g1Ven for ach?eving th1s cr1ter1on--wh1ch 1s actuaTTy the most d1ff1cu1t

}i_o ach;eve yet the most 1mportant offaTT" (p )." o

Gagne and Br1ggs (]974) agree w1th the three bas1c cr1ter1a set forth

&
by Mager and Tater wr1ters c?ncefﬁﬁng a weTT stated behav1oraT obgect1ve
:’ . . / -

Gagne and Br1ggs aTso state that th@ cho1ce of verb in an obJect1ve is a matter

of cr1t1caT 1mportance They feeT that there are twa. k}nds of verbs wh1ch

Al

mustwb 1ncorporated 1nto an obJect1ve "The f1rst verb denotes act1on, -VYerbs

<
1 ¢

denot1ng actgon are not difficult to f1nd Common ones are, wr1tes, draws,iﬂ

)’selects, matches, names, groups{vver1f1es There are many others as weTT

4

'TThe foTTow\ng exampTes denotes act1on W1thout use of reference mater1als,

"state the prov1s1ons of the F1fth Amendment, in Wr1t1ng Nh11e 1t may be

_fessentan for compTeteness of commun1cat1on, is not necessar11y the most - 1mpor—'

"3h,tant verb in the def1n1t1on of an ob3ect1ve. »The. second verb i.e., the

. : ~
: maJor vefb) whach they feeT 1s probabTy of even greater 1mpprtance in 1ts

T«

1mp]1catlons, denotes learned capab1T1ty It has the purpose of\\ommun1cat1ng )

fﬁthe k1nd of human capab111ty one expects to_be Tearned, as. 1t may. be'observed

,1n some performance exh1b1ted by the student The To]]ow1ng verbs descr1be

strate, generate é&etute, orlg1nate, 1dent1fy, and"tate. SeveraT exampTes

+

SN e Lo AL

A

'ﬂ.i(i_.ﬁ:":“(v‘}f"g

. A
»;Nperformances 1mpTy1ngw§earned capabfﬂ1t1es d1scr1m1nate, cTass1fy; demon-“;'




. _ .
, that use verbs which describe Tearned cdbabi]%ties are: " states oraTTy

- the maaor issues in the Pres1d¢nt1a1 campa1gn of 1968 " and . 1dent1f1es,

”_ by nam1ng, the root Teaf, and stem ofrepresentat1vep1ants " EarTy wr1ters

; regarded the verb as the pr1mary determiner for which ob3ect1ves were con-

~.s1dered behaV1oraT. Many wr1ters prov1ded us w1th Tlsts of verbs Not.unth. 3

\ ~

_Deno and Jenkins (1968) was there any empirical data coTTected,regardfng the
v . - . I . N \

sverb and behavivrality. Deno and Jenkins seTected'a list of verbsifrOm'a

,7we11-known experimentaT curricuTum' They had a group of eTementary and
secondary teachers(:ate the. véi;;\én a f1ve po1nt scaTe of observab1T1ty |
:The)foTTow1ng results were. reported by Deno and Jenkins | "The resuTts

_1nd1cate that many w1deTy used and reconmended behav1oraT terms refer to

behav1or wh1ch is not regarded by teachers to be as cTearTy observabTe‘ as'

-
some have 5ugge§§§d“ (p. 22) They concTuded that verbs used in behav1ora1

\bbJect1ves are seTected for usage rather than observab1T1ty GerTach (1974) -

repT1cated the ‘D¥no and Jenk1ns study, by rat1ng the“sflg'

B The resuTts obtajhed by the siudy werg bas1caTTy thelsame ‘as’ those reported

by Deno and Jenk1ns N

3
: . : ® : .
o . i

g A CToser Look at the Three Essent1aT Character1st1cs of a Behav1oraT ObJect1ve |

A verb wh1ch descr1bes overt behav1or 1s,the main factor 1nvoTved in’

tstat1ng cTear descr1pt1ons of what the Tearner must do to perform the task.’

There are many verbs' wh1ch coqu be used 1n behav1oraT obJect1ve statements
4The foTTow1ng T1st 1s 1TTustrat1ve of w1deTy used verbs 1dent1fy, name,

descr1be, construct, state, d1scr1m1nate, cTass1fy, generate name, order,

._check, and perform (SuTT{van 1969 Deno and Jenkins, 1968 Gagne and Br1ggs,,

/ bl

‘1974 GerTach 1974) -

X
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-The cho1ce of verb in an obJect1ve is a matter of’ cr1t1ca1 1mportance

The pr1mary reason is the avo1dance of - amb1qu1ty The statement of an obJec— ) »}
‘g tive shoqu commun1cate reT1abTy, in such a way , tﬁat two d1fferent T1terate _’_l
peopTe w1TT agree on the spec1f1c behavior wh1ch 1s to be exh1b£§ed by the k .i;' -
5 Tearner Uord§ such as "knows;"‘"understands " '~ "apf rec1ates," do not commun1~a

cate reT1a?Ty The act1on shoqu be expressed 1n the obJect1ve SO that anyone.;--.
s ‘ - -

‘who reads it w1TT be abTe to 14Lnt1fy the same performance .

.t .o [N

The statement of cond1t1ons wh1ch soec1f1es the cond1t1on under wh1ch the
\ s

'y

N . M\/ {
behav1ora1 obJect1ue;“ The/cond1t1ons spe 1fy the. T1m1tat1ons and restr1ct1ons .

N wh1ch are 1mposed on a Tearngr when, foTTow1ng 1nstruct1on, he performs the

- e ’ Lo ' A
- task stated 1n th; OEEECt+ Cond1t1ons descr1be the mater1aTs, events, ' o

<

'1nformat1on, and the obJects the Tearner S i\u1ronment ExampTes of st1mu1us-
cond1t1ons 1ncTude the foTTow1ng - ; T

-

"When presented w1th 2 typed T1st : o Lo ) REE .

.”w1th the use of cTass notes S ’ :g. e Sl

""NTthout the u\e of,cTassnotes or other references

Amb1gu1ty is reduced when prec1se T1m1tat1ons and.- restr1ct1ons are spec1f1ed '-,;';3

The th1rd essent1aT character1st1c of a-well stated behav1oraT obJect1ve .

s the statement of cr1ter1on wh1ch descr1bes how weTT the Tearner 1s to per—

form the task The cr1ter1on or standard prov1des a bas1s for“evaTuat1ng the -
prescr1bed behav1or “For exampTe, cons1der the obJect1ve "Name the four maJor

food crops grown in Ar1zona . The standard i's "correctTy name -all four major
Yo ~ .
food crops grown “in Ar1zona and only those‘ffur Thus a performance standard- %

» S e

“is a spec1f1ed TeveT of ach1evement used to determ1ne whether or, not a task
! ..../

W___Ahﬁs been mastered satlsfactgrllyq; Pprfnrmance standards he]o bOth teachers

» [

~




. *and students know where any g1ven student is in a program Mager (1962)

states,f"when the m1n1mum acceptab]e performance for each obJect1ve ﬂs spec1»h’

f1ed we' have a performance standard to use in assess1ng students work'“

-

Mastery genera]]y means that the student will. exh1b1t the performance

o

100% of the t1me (m1nus some sma]] percent for "measurement error") However,fv |

{
frequent]y 1t 1s appropr1ate to set a lower standard, such as. three out of:

f1ve prob]ems so]ved correct]y, or four out of si defects 1dentif1ed (B]oom,

v [S ol j"- : '_ -t P .
IS } PR
) g
.

[N

‘ 1971) Br1ggs (1970) states,g"Many peop]e f1nd the how we11 cr1ter1on the most

awkuard to.unclude 1n a statement of obJectTves But for ob3ect1ves requ1r1ng

<o : L _, -_':

" Be cons1dered acceptab]e-

Behav10ra1 ob3ect1ves do not state 1n quant1tat1ve terms what cr1ter1a

,- -

,‘met (Gaghe and: Br1ggs, 1974) The obJect1ve does not say how many t1mes°the

' f,student s to "demonstrate the add1t1on of who]e numbers," or how many "errors -
~nbw111 be perm1tted They do not state what w111 be needed for the observer to s ;»,
. be conf1dent that the obgect1ve has been met Gagne and Br{ggs fee] that»there
;tare two reasons why the cr1ter1a shou]d not be 1nc1uded 1n the obJect1ve state- :7:
__hment First,. the cr1ter1a spec1f1ed in an obJect1ve is, not 11ke1y to bev“:

fﬁapp11ed 1n the same manner to all 1nd1v1duals Second the quest1on of

N 5 »

' fcr1ter1a of performance 1s a quest1on of "how to measure; 'and is. bound up w1th

'jthe techn1ques of performance assessment At the po1nt 1n the 1nstruct1ona1

4.1p1ann1ng when obJect1ves are be1ng descr1bed 1t is confus1ng 'to become ","

-’

1"‘*concerned with assessment procedure The concept of mastery 1mp11ed by the

@h ,,

“w111 be used to determ1ne wHether or not the obJectiVe has been sat1sfactor11y '

4o
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| : o
: obJect1ve statement 1s der1ved from an. 1mportant theoret1ca1 v1ewpo1nt - The

' f:theory under1y1ng Gagne s (]970) Tearn1ng h1erarch1es accounts for the func-

"t1on of mastery Accordqng to the theory, the- ach1evement of an 1nteTTectuaT

*“'sk111 1s 1mportant because 1t supports the 1earn1ng -of more complex sk1lls

-Str1ct1y speak1ng from a pract1ca1 v1ew Gagne and Br1ggs po1nt out that 1t
':*ﬂs not poss1b1e to pred1ct n prec1se terms how mastery shoqu be measured
'Z"They state, "It 1s not wise to adopt some arb1trary standard T1ke f1ve out of

six correct responses The criterion of mastery w111 vary w1th what is be1ng

.‘_:Tearned and needs to be determ1ned as a part of the assessment process" (p 89)

/
The ro]es of the three bas1c components of an obJect1ve, as’ stated by

‘Mager (1962) have been researched by Barron and Ger]ach (1974) Thelr resuTts

:conf1rmed the 1mportance of the verb in obJect1ves, but they aTso found that 5? o

-

' the cho1ce of cond1t1ons and cr1ter1a 1nf1uences the rat1na of a comDTete 7; ':f"
':"obJect1ve Haygood et aT (1977) state that "no s1ng]e component, such as: thej?
'verb, shoqu be s1ngTed out as be1ng of pr1mary 1mportance in determ1n1ng the

'-character1st1c of a behav1ora1 obJect1ve

N

_ , | S o
- Some wr1ters contend that form shoqu be cons1dered onTy as a funct1on of S
Aan obJect1ve There s T1tt1e point in. requ1r1ng a teacher to wr1te°an obJec-"ff'

' -:t1ve 1n standard form w1thout tak1ng 1nto account the purpose for stat1ng the

obJect1ve (Har]en, 1972) Th1s purpose shou]d prov1de the bas1s for teachers v

-;to make dec1s1ons in their everyday work in guiding Tearn1ng in the cTassroom
{

of- course there will be a var1at1on from one teacher to another as to the form ae )

, d? express1on HarTen states, "The form in wh1ch the obJect1ves are stated

.“must atsobe Teft to the teachers, try1ng to spec1fy them 1n the deta11 advo— ,3'3‘

f"»cated by Mager may be of heTp to some in encourag1ng cTar1ty of thought, 1t may
" be’ unnecessary for others" (p 234). '

“ : . . : I
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':fi gu1dance 1n eva]uat1on of 1nstruct1ona] programs, (3) fac111tate ]earn1ng for"

(Y]
L

-

U

Tnstru tionaT,'or c]assroom 'objectives-are-primari]y the responsibiﬁityv_
of teachers and cannot be\determ1ned by anyone else (Har]en, ]972) Unfor- .*
) tunate]y, teachers are frequent]y untra1ned in the use or formu]at1on of:

B
: behav1ora1 obJect1ves in wh1ch case outs1ders suggest examp]es or’ prov1de

'; gu1des to def1n1ng obJect1ves Th1s may do as mueh harm as -good if teachers '.’?

e

' accept others obJect1ves as the1r own or 1f they go through a superf1c1a1

: tra1n1ng wh1ch teaches them the form but not the ph1]osophy beh1nd the concept
"of obJect1ves (Marlen, ]972) | j

Many teachers are now be1ng g1ven the opportun1ty.to 1mp]ement a deve]oped.

object1ve based 1nstruct1ona] program- N1edermeyer'and Su111van (1977) state

V.that teachers do have the optipn of accept1ng or reJectlnq an obJect1ve based
P . A

‘:program on the1r Judgment of the worth of 1ts obJect1ves and resources for '
'thhe1r pup1]s There is no efp]1c1t requ1rement that teachePs are to use a]]
the‘mater1a]s that have been;deve]oped for them or c]ose]y fo]]ow the recom-.
1mended 1nstruct1ona] procedures The 1ntent1on of the teacher and the program,
fhowever, is tofproduce sucdessfu] pup1] performance.on the obJect1ves To B
3,i?reach th1s goa] teachers shou]d use whatever resources and creat1ve ab1]1t1es

.»they have :”Qi .

AR

lﬁELII}\*Function of Behav1ora] Ob3ect1vesf E R "'f:.

The funct1ons of behav1oraT obJect1ves can be d1v1ded “into four categor1es

“(]) a1d 1n deS1gn of deve]op1ng eff1c1ent 1nstruct1ona] programs, (2) prov1del””

df-students, and (4) 1nform teachers,vadm1n1strators, and genera] pub]1c of the K

“_purposes of the 1nstruct1ona] program f?ﬁf 'fi | .ﬂf,

~

'351 A1d in Des1gn of Instruct1on ObJect1ves offer a systemat1c mieans of

r.




-

. ”,

- ,needed by the 1earner in order to acquire the ‘new’ sk111 most read11y The

-

p1ann1ng in educat1on‘ Hhen des1gn1ng a prooram or system one needs to know

'{:what ‘a successfu] so]ut1on w111 Took Tike as well as what eriteria 1t must

the on1y poss1b1e rat1ona1 bas1s for eva]uat1ng the success of the 1earn1nq
: ,exper1ence The course becomes successfu] on1y if the students can demonstrate
('sat1sfactor11y what the beect1ves pred1ct<__He also states that obJect1ves
1nd1cate how. the process of teach1ng shou1d be conducted as we11 as help_to h B
. o

ass1st in the'se1ect1on and des1gn of 1nstruct1ona] act1v1t1es

A systemat1c procedure for deve]op1ng 1nstruct1on has been deve]oped by

' Gagne (1974) He states that when obJect1vés are known, one is ab1e to 1nfer.',"f'
‘what kind. of 1earned capab111ty is be1ng acqu1red, and one ;an also determ1ne C
o ;what cond1t1ons w111 be needed to br1n§ about the)1earn1ng w1th greatest

: eff1c1ency Clear]y, then, the systemat1c des1qn of 1essons wh1ch make upﬁ§<fd'

Ycourses w111 resu]t in the development of a s1zeab1e co]]ect1on of sta ements

of obJect1ves Th1s co]]ect1on of obJect1ves w111 be constructed by using 2“;.f"ﬁ

e

" such schemata as BTOom s Taxonomy (1956) or Gagne 3 1earn1ng h1erarc (1910)

f:H1gher 1eve1 obJect1Ves w111 be formu]ated wh1th w111 depend on the acqu1s1r 2
t1on of-]ower 1eve1 obJect1ves ' These 1ower 1ehel/ob3ect1ves w111 be stepp1na
. stones orsprerequ1s1te sk111s that wi 11 have to be mastered bafore the h1gher
1eve1 goa] or obJect1ve can be ach1eved ‘Thus the. spec1f1cat1on of prerequ1s1te

'3

sk111s shou}d prov1de a comp1ete descr1pt1on of those prev1ous]y 1earned sk1ﬁls

1dent1f1cation of performance obJect1ves ‘makes: poss1b1e the c1a551f1cat1on of
capab111t1es into usefu] categor1es W1thout these categor1es, we can dea1

l w1th 1earn1ng pr1nc1p1es on]y on a very genera1 bas1s w1th them, 1t becomes

poss1bTe to 1nfer vhat k1nds of 1earned capab111t1es are being acqu1red at any

W
-z

ot

-
BOp)

ooe

fsatnsfy MacDona]d Ross (1973) “implies that behav1ora1 obJect1ves can prov1de

-

4
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rgnven po1nt nn‘Timblearn1nq process One can also deterane under what- cond1-
»

- t1onsk£)nterna1 as we11 as external) ther]earn1ng experiencgptakeS p]ace o ;,-,:.
o . oy
. Th1s now]edge may 1ncrease the eff1c1ency of one's, 1nstruct1on i RN 3

VL e
b

Instruct1on 1s to be. des1gned with reference to perform ce ob3ect1ves and :[;.

.'-'the prerequ1s1te capab111t1es they 1mp1y The first ﬁEcessary\component in. the hésr\f

S 3 o
' des1gn of 1nstruct1on 1s to c]ass1fy the lesson as hav1ng a part1cu1ar type of
'y A -

Q

-1earn1ng obJect1ve._ A]ong w1th spec1fy1ng obJect1ves, two other compohents

.are 1nc1uded in the design of. 1nstruct1on One 1s deVe10p1ng methods, des1gn1ng .
C matgr1als‘ produc1ng med1a, and deve10p1ng 1earn1ng experqences or exer 1ses'

"the other 1s eva]uat1ng the success of the 1earners after the 1nstruct1 na]QuQ S

- )

process. Mager (1968) descr1bes the - three components of 1nstruct1on 1n an SR

&
JET e

easy to rememper format (1) where am I go1ng,, wh1ch refers to how tQ aeh1eve' 3.

R

the obJect1ves, (2) How w111 T get there7. wh1ch refers to how to achweve the L
T (. ’ ',;) 7 "1‘
%3'zob3ect1ves& and (3) H0w will I know vhen I ve arr1ved7, wh1ch 1s the eva]uat1on T

process of . determ1n1ng whether .or not the student has sat1sfactor11y ach1eved ',! e

v

’ ”hthe ob3ect1ve. These three quest1ons can be Jsed when p1ann1ng 1nstruct1on... LT

One does: not have to proceed 1n any g1ven order when deVe]op1ng the three

4

'components., MacDona]d Ross (1973) fee]s th1s would be ent1re1y too mechan1ca1 R

- view of the procedure of instructional . des1gn.ﬁ %athepg he Suggests that e
he des1gner should do h1s best\1$ deve]op1ng obJect1ves, then move on to o |

cons1der1ng the end of—un1t tests and then se]ect and. deve]op the, 1nstruct1ona1'

mater1als., Th1s procedure wou1d be carr1ed out unt11 one fe]t that each

'7component had been, spec1f1ed as c]early as poss1b1e At th1s po1nt one: would
i\'~ deve]op a’ f1rst draft qu1te frequent]y there w111 be changes in- some oﬁ the

- ob3ect1ves But of course one would be do1ng th1s on the basxs of some

;'_ev1dence rather than on the bas1s of some vague]y conce1ved or hapha%ard |

.
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Wexamp]e, fee]si:?t the use Qj beha\uoraI] obJectwespm form1ng,a bas1s for -
t

' "G?uén the student w111 be ab]e to but suqh is- pof a]way

_fof hs1ng behav1ora1 obJect1xes 1n 1nstrUct1ona1 des1gg Baker § 974) for

"more teachable 0b3ect1ves may lgok agh/evable if !hey fo]]ow

scheme <Qpe shou]d rja112%/ hat a]though ob

basl"for prescr1b1ng courge structure and €

. - X AU W

o _‘ mugf‘be made in pract1ce v : \p-v SR

o & e
.'»_;Q. There are,var1ed v1ewp ts concern1ng ;he adva ages and d1sadVantages'¢£fr

S

-

.restructur1ng

ructd\ta1 programs ma% ‘have some négatJve consequencés

LA
: Because ob3ect1ves ‘are_s atedj:h od%r3;1ona1 language, they appear to be

"\

he formu]a't”

_the'case

Y
Because 1t 1s easy to transform goa1s 1nto the accepted behav1o a1 obJect1ves§j

format, examp]es of ﬂearn1ng may be»casua]]y produced Baker states that

mahy\superv1sors and curr1cu1um speC1a11sts fee] that ‘as long s.theEbehav1onal"'

'verb has been: supp11ed there is 11tt1e to cr1t1c1ze She als 'states that

1

' "most behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves do not present suff1c1ent cues regard1ng what a

o S1nce ob3ect1ves can. prov1de a st1mu1us for clear th1nk1ng, they ca?/ﬁelp

”='teachersr1n deve]op1ng 1ns§fuct1ona1 goa]s, strateg1es, purposes, and methods.

teacher shou1d a]ter in 1nstruct1on in. order to fac111tate 1mproved 1earn1nq

ObJect1ves he]p as a st1mu1us to c]ear th1nk1ng by forc1ng the teachers '.ﬁ*f..

s

to th1nk in spec1f1c terms rather than in vague amb1gu1t1es MacDona]d-Ross S

;(1973) fee]s that th1s is a. prerequ1s1te for any system of des1gn or p]annrng -

. and that such th1nk1ng y1e1ds the add1t1ona1 benef1t of revea11nq va]ue Judg— fﬁ:-

T ménid that might- otherw1se rema1n concea]ed Once externa11zed, such th1nk1ng

‘can be subJected to cr1t1c15m and test1ng, and thus 1nstruct1on can. be 1Qproved

Tla
.

:K1b1er Cega]a, Parker and@M11es ( 974) suggest that if. tea hers state the1r' -

1nstruct1ona1 1ntent 1n behav1ora1 obJect1ves, other teacher% w111 be ab]e to

reduent adJustments‘_“<¥_,pj




g; ’ "f‘.. Lol f‘.f 0 o
; understand whatd/ontent 23 be'ng dou\red w1th1n\the1r/;;assroom

é ‘hithough there 1s not co p1ete acceptance among educators of\thenspec1f1c
%

; use of behav1ora1 obJect1ves 1m des1gn1ng 1nst?uct1on, 1t can be ag:eed that- 1/

b‘...'

P Y

Rl R / o
behav10ra1 obJect1ves can provfde gu1de11nes for teach1ng and can Tﬁy the e T
o \- & . L S e
o foundat1 n for axsystemat1c approa‘h for curr1 u]um pﬂann)ng ’ I
%;?~Z Gu1dance in. Eva1uat1on of Instruct1on 0b5%€t1ves are uséfu1.1n9tj31: ‘ P 1;
. .. : PP ~_ R S\ 8
i r\ :;iuat1on priﬁess. Lagng (1970) statngDﬂhat'de§€r1ptﬁons g%-ob3ect1ves are e -
It r1pt1ons of what must ‘be observed 1n order to ver1fy tha€ the desired | ;_ .
- Jearn1pg has taken p]ace - gonsequently, statements of ob3ect1ves are used | ;ﬁ
4L g‘ . ] 7 S ,,
.for assess1ng student 1earn:ng\ Teachers mq’ use obaect1ves to des1gn s1tua—_ o
, -~ . / %r' ". .

¢[t1ons w1th1n wh1ch student performance can be observed or obJect1ves can - be N

-; _3used as a bas1s for test construct1on Nh11e obJect1ves can be used as a

-

) bas1s for eva]uat1ng students, they can a o be used ag a bas1s for evaluatrng ‘c#;
1 o

' 1nstruct1on._ S1nce ob3ect1ves are d1rect1y re]ated to 1nstruct1ona1 content

;‘¢=vand since they 1nc1ude a. performance standard both ‘the’ student and the

-~

teacher can know the qua11ty and quant1ty of . successful performance If R

3
. o .

hstudents Constantly fail to meet the standard spec1f1ed in the obJect1ve this™ ¢ .+

can he1p the teacher to eva]uate e1ther the 1nstruct1ona1 content or actnv1t1es

L)

-of the 1nstruct1onél content and/ r act1v1t1es may be needed at th1s t1me

K1b1er et a]. (1974)‘fee1 that there are pr1mar11y three funct1ons of eva]uat1on

S \’!
in Tnstruct1on*' (1) student ach1evement of 1nstruct30na1 object1ves,.(2) )

‘-evaluation of 1nstruct1ona1 ma cer1als;‘and (3) evaluat1on of the 1nstructor.

3~K1b1er gdes on. to say that wh11e both norm-ga@erenced'and cr1ter1onareferenced;#L%T‘

‘ test1ng can be used to prov1de 1nformat1on concerning the three funct1ons
. o

;;gg cr1ter1on referenced test1ng is best su1ted for accomp11sh1ng funct1ons one

. i . . A C o . .
*. . h . ) . . v

that are re]ated t6 the obJect1ves not be1ng atta1ned by the students ’Rev1s1on i‘

TN
e L
“ . T i
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.
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S andftw , and*norm-referenced test1ng 1S,best su1ted for funct1on’three It'is ”.;»./K(

\\ - \ z v _- '
- .extreme1y~ympgrtaﬁt that teachers ;e ab]e to determ1ne the:}tu Vnt S 1EV§1 of‘ Z% S

' ﬂ

ach1evement~at any t1ﬂ5 dur1ng an, 1nstruct1o9a1 program GT s can be done ‘“_n';,»f
’—-\'. - . \‘ L :;.""
«yegy effect1ve1y by keep1ng/~3 accurate recordigt the stude \s progre ‘on '} o
X .

IR . |

'éach performanq‘g obJectWe bhro.ugh ut the; 1ns‘~truct1ona1 progréun When éeachers s
o TN

o have th19‘type of 1nformat1on,pthey W know ﬁow the student is’ perform1ng at

e - A .
' {? t1me and th%y w111 be’ abTe to p1npo1nt any»weaknesses 1n 1earners R ".-:_‘
' Eva1uat1on can occur throughout the . 1nstruct1ona1 process Br1ggs (1970) |

. states that tests over competenc1es of n obgectrve are USefu1 for ?éterm1n1ng
’ ) r % - i‘

‘lwhether or not students need add%t1ona1 remaghi al work They a{so are.a usefu1

.

| source for: p1npo1nt1ng troub1e when ‘a student fa11s the tdst of a speq1t1c - f ,

’ubehav1ora1 obJthrve when tegts are g1ven for spec1f1c obJect1ves, then can.,

f_serve as a. gu1de for the teacher 1n\determ1n1ng whether the student is’ ready

1 ) \v. -)v"

- 3\ to go'on to the nexJ obJectwe Tests for units. of mstructwn can revea'l the
f‘1earner s mastery of more comp1ex obJect1ves End~of~course_tests‘&an 1nd1-~"”"

<

'f;cate -the students ab111ty to so1Ve more comp1ex prob1ems orrto app1y the1r : \(f

D T

;know1edge to a. w1der range of s1tuat1ons Gagne (]974) fEe1s the pre tests D
- 4

< B
based upon cr1ter1on obJect1ves can a1so he1p to 1dent1fy students who have
' 'acqu1red the 1eve1 .of performance before 1pstruct1on beg1ns‘ SuchtSbJect1ves ,{
()

'may a1so %e1p 1n‘Tdent1fy]ng students who 1ack the pre- requ1s1tes satis-#
U .

"factor11y meet the cr1ter1a set fortﬁ in -an obJect1ve g D -
ctdon of

Teachers have few u1es to go by when wr1t1ng test 1tems, se ;o
FOR

;fontent is often haphazard Consequent1y, when teachers are faced w1th a -’"9& _

‘ studen XQO ha%‘not sat1sfgctor11y met the obJect1ves, they %ften have d1f-‘ \ L

f1cu1 8y, Jn se1ect1nchontent for. pract1ce 1tems Teachers*usua11y guess, after

"'_1nspect1ng the test, what re1evant c1ass of examp]es they may uje that w111

'
-




v

i

$

_ . of knowledge, sk111s understand1ng or att1tudes whefz)the essent1aT eTements
31’ ,

' exampTes The content T1m1ts descr1be the range of content to wh1ch the_

. : ' / T
e - < L e o e
: L B § . -
‘ -3& e : . .. T L N\ - T 3 ~! .
. R AR T
. e fmg_ e N S e
correspond to the obaect1vé Baker (1974) fe ls thé answﬁr to prov1d1ng data .__:'?1;5

-5, o
to fac111ta31>1mprovament of 1nstruct1ona1*proﬁrams‘ﬁ;es in doma1n referenced3

e

Ités}ing This type of test1n& can suppTy both the data needed fordzssessment

| of 1nstruct1onaT programs and 1nfoﬁmat1on su1tab1e for.feedback to‘teachers .

to fac111tate pTanﬁ1ng The uSe of doma1ns in the desggn of tests heTps

_ reduce the pro?hct1on“5f tr1v1a1 obJect1ves A doma1n cons1sts of a #/bset :

o

of the content in wh1ch the student 1s expected to qu1re; 1s carefuTTy

descr1bed” Baker states, "domarns for teach1ng and test1ng represent an 4'J ,

attempt to f1nd a reaSOnabTe comprom1se between vagueness and over prec1s1on
(p TT) Domann reqUTn\kthe teacher to focus_on the‘r%nge of eTJg1bTe contenti
to wh1ch the learner's skill 1s to apply Designat?onjof/content ru es -Tf.‘ - '_f/

u

reprt%ents the maJor d1fference betweeq doma1n refere:%ed test1ng and obJect1ve— " -f{

' gased evaTuat1on Content T1m1ts prOV1de a set of ruTes to %)scr1be what _cf v"'lf‘f

ontent 1s.appropr1ate to. lncTude\:r tg samp1221n the test on 1nstruct1ona1

| 'Tearner 1\ﬂexpected to respond

Referr1ng agaﬁn to the three components 1n the des1gn of 1nstruct1on

©

(see p. 15), it can be seen that 1nstruct1on 1s cycT1caT . That 1s, the t ree o

components are in constant feedback Toops Not onTy does the f1n1shed
product get tested agd rev1sed ‘but even the obJect1ves themse]ves are subJect

t0'rev1s1on The ‘resuTt of such cyc11ng is that the‘ngect1ves, course

ig:ent and tests may eventuaTTy form parts of_an 1nterTock1ng system, where
ch

ges in one part w1TT requ1re adJustments in the other two parts* The -

advantage here 1s that the system can cont1nue 1mpngv1ng over a perlod of t1me

. . v . . ' . ;
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S Fac1T}tates Studen{rLearnrng when behav1ora1 obwgct1ves are given to

I

:7

students pr1or to the 1mgtruct1ona1 content whlch'1s to be presented ‘they {

e

TP ov1de gu1dance to the student\\n the process1ng of- 1nformat1on Deter11ne

f, '968) says that if students are” to1d prec1se1y what the obqect1ves are, 1n v

9\ i

\ -

' '-;ﬁesttgu%st1ons' performance caQGbe Tmproved Behav1ora1 ob3ect;>es prov1de, %

oa1s wh1ch arg:?ef1nab1e/9nd}

'“student act1v1t1es. -If behav oFE] ob&ectyﬁeg are used to te11 the student

«

sist 1n gu1d1ng the teacher in ve10p1ng

exact1y how he 1s go1ng to be tested, the threaten1ng aspect oﬁ the test w111'
o probab1y be reduced Jest1ng is a means by wh1ch students can .check on their

vg _progress, or'as a too1 which the teacher uSes to he]p them progress. By }

. .- ~ B
I . N

r-prov1d1ng the obJect1ves tp the students one. is commun1cat1ng to the students-

/fj”Present1ng behav1ora1 obJect1ves to students He says that 1f students are-

| g1ven obJect1ves they w111 be ab to make 1nte]11gent cho1ces concern1ng how “
they w111 atta1n ‘them. - In the pastt - students have not had th1s dpportun1ty f

’/ ﬁ1b1er et al. (1974) state that it’ seems reasonab]e that students who are.
presented with behavioral obJect1ves are spared the frustrat1on and t1me— o
consum1n£reff0rt~of try1ng to guess»what the teacher expects of them._ It a1so
. seems 1og1ca1 that students w111 1earn more if they ‘are told what is expected
of them and how they will be expected to demonstrate that they have satis-
factor11y met the obJect1ve | | | | .

There are severa1 more reasons for prov1d1ng obJect;ves to students |

(Duchaste] and Merr111 1974) " 'The f1rst is that behav1ora1 obJect1ves may'.

prov1de d1rect1on to students 1earn1ng¢ S1nce they w111 know exact1y what is

expected of them//they W111 be ab1e to d1scr1m1nate between re1evant and

~l’.
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:5: what. they dre to do, to ach1 ve?sat1sfactor11y Kapfer (1970) too, advocates;'?M
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- Gagne;et al. (1974) agree that the advantage of prov1d1ng 0b3ect1ves to ////)§~~
% T
.Fﬁ students is that 1t 1nforms the 1earners of the1r goa] Gagne d1sagrees with o

. in terms of the goa]s of the course Th1s m1ght he]p e11m1nate the typ1ca1

cramm1ng sess1ons wh1ch often precede‘tests Another fuact1on is that of |

4

. teachers must make ah effort to. thorough]y exp1a1n the mean1ng of ob3ect1ves

4

fﬁﬁ?”n —re]evant mater1a1 The second is, that ob3ect1ves may provfﬁe somecogganﬁ-__

“ﬁxaggnon or genera] structure to the conﬁent or subJeCt matter Duchaste1 and

27-*Err111(aT§9\Eg1nt oUt that obqect1ves may serve a management funct}on by
A . .
enab11ng the students tter organ1ze the1r t1me and 1earn1ng exper1ences

lto students so-that they'w1lﬂ actua]]y use them-whr]e 1earn1ng A d1scuss1on

| students;i Th1s may overwhe]m and confuse them. Such a 11st would: defeat 1ts

“‘own purpose.

. 3 . R . . a +, . é’
. . . ' . . g
- . B . . to. :
. | . - - . .

=gy "~ N

prov1d1ng 1earners feedback 1n\t6rms of the cr1ter1a set forth in the oBJect1ve,

.rv o

enab11ng students to deal with any d1screpanc1es between performance and goa]

F1na11y, present1ng ob3ect1ves to students may he]p to mot1vate them Students

—_ v

who know that they have sat1sfactor11y met the cr1ter1a set forth 1n the_g
- ¥ ) ."v"-
obJect1ve will probab]y be more mot1vated than students whose on]y re1nforce—
ment comes from a grade at the end of a. ~course. Duchaste] and Merr111 a]so f
o

po1nt out that present1ng obJect1ves to students w111 have no resu1ts 1f the

studénts pay no attent1on to them 1n the 1earn1ng situation. Therefore,

‘“—l

on the‘fOrm and . funct1on of behav1ora1 obJect1ves wou]d be he]pfu] However,>

teachers must be carefu1 not to g1ve long and extens1ve 11sts of ob3ect1ves to

' L . it

those who contend that wh_n one commun1cates an. obJect1ve to students, they may
be 1nh1b1ted from trying to meet still other obJect1ves uh1ch they may formu-~
1ate themse]ves Cor ‘ : "~“'f ‘ ) 'l] N

Al s




' *-'pareht group311n mak1ng dec1s1ons about 1oca1 educat1ona1 systems, it is

[

Informs the Teachér Adm1n1strator, and the Lay C1t1zen of - Purposes of .
T

t? Instruct1ona1 -PPogram. Accountab111ty 1n educat1on has ga1ned acceptance from”'
. \5 »
-,both the ppb11c and the federa] géyernment With the’ grow1ng 1nvo]vement of

]”l'clear thatlsome form‘of accounta?111ty is needed " The. pub11¢ shouid Qe aware
of the exact nature of what' 1earn1nq ‘and schoo]1ng are a]]sabout Thas type o
hof accountab111ty 1s becom1ng awmore frequent]y d1scussed issue in Educat1on///
: Taxpayers, parents, funding agent1es, and 1eg1s]ators are a]] exteme]yr
J1nterested in. having some type of proof that educat1on in faet is. tak1ng‘p1ac
?, 1n our schoo]S Are schoo]s rea]]y d01ng what they S they’are do1ng? Why »
”‘*should any educator try to coVer up what 1s eﬁng taught?' How and what shou]d
{ “Johnny know and do. by the end of the/school year7 The answer to these

.iquest1onst1s qu1te s1mp1e an//srra1ghtforward Spec1fy the obJect1ves wh1ch
in turn W111 1nform/thesé//eop1e about what .- we' are do1ng and how we_can prove ;

To ach1eve/tﬁ/’ba1ance between spend1ng and student 1earn1ng that accounta-

s ..,(_..

b111ty/demands, the teacher and schoo] system must show ev1dence that students.‘-;

;,haﬁeflearned as a’ resu]t of the1r 1nstruct1on Educat1ona1 accountabT11ty canafﬁ

¢

-‘be demonstrated successfu]]y on]y when educat1ona1 goa]s and obJect1ves are:
'prec1se1y 1dent1f1ed and stated K151er et al. (1972) say that the use of .

| 1ns€ruct1ona1 bOJect1ves W111 a]]ow teachers to convey the1r goa]s to the1r

;;superv1sors and schoo] boards.' Burns (1972) suggests that spec1fy1ng what s .

to he Tearned 1s obv1ous]y,#he funct1on of- obJect1ves . | |
: K In order to- defend budgets or . requests for' funds, adm1n1stratorsland

: teachers can prov1de the content of courses 1n ob3ect1ve form to the schoo]

4_board and :thus demonstrate the need for expend1tures to the board 1n more

w{

concrete terms. This process is much better than try1ng_to.prov1de verba] or

: Wi
- [ K

.
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"‘verba1—pictoria1,representations of learning situations as they'rea1]y-exfst,

.because'board’members are often‘too\farfremoved‘from the classroom. Thus;'
'1nstPuct1ona1 obJect1ves may prov1de a bas1s for 1og1ca1, concrete reasons for h.
spend1ng money . Scott (1974) states that obJect1ves can a1so be used to N L
;‘“ex%Qa1n to parents or to the cdmmun1ty the ph11osophy on wh1ch a g%ven course

of 1nstruct1on 1s based Parents are often neg1ected 1n the educat1ona1 pro-

-tcess However, parents are becom1ng,1ncreas1ng1y concerned abbut the qua11ty

-
- LY

of- educat1on 1n the schoo1s and are becom1ng more involved. 1n the educat1ona1

.process;' A~1 t of objectives cou1d be sent home to the parents te111ng them~

*g;fwh1ch ob3ect1ves ‘their child atta1ned Parents cou1d then evaluate the pro—

'gress of the1r child, at- 1n 1 va1s g@r1ng the“year and check to make sure that

e
\-"tk'. o

‘their ch11d is’ keep1ng up. *lhﬁs would he1p 1nform parents ‘about the content' =~
'be1ng taught as we11 as the ch11ds growth in ‘the program These obJectnves
could a1so 1nform parents of the child's weaknesses and strengths ~ Such -a

'procedureuwou1d'be qu1te_an improvement over»the report care procedure

common1y used A _ T B . o
There appear to be a least two advantages to the use of obgect1ves 1n

. ! _
g most teach1ng s1tuat1ons. F1rst obJect1ves prompt teachers to determ1ne the A

: mosts1qn1f1cantaspects of the subJect matter to be~]earned * The second 1s

that obJect1ves a1d 1n estab11sh1ng cr1ter1a for the measurement of c1assroom

N

ach1evement- S1nce 1nstruct1ona1 ob3ect1ves requ1re teachers to’ spec1ﬁy

criteria- for acceptab1e behaviors and to determ1ne in advance how sat1sfactory

performance will be measured teachers can ach1eve .an. 1ncreased sense of

. security. They fee1 morefsecure in the1r,pos1t1on and’ more sat1sf1ed w1th

+

" .their professional contribution when they are confident in teaching the subject

matter, confident of'the’subject matter's importance, and“confident~that the - -




' met'sat1sfactor11y

'f]nto the teachers ph11osophy and course goa]s Teachers can co]]ect data to

T
.o

. P
= s ‘;-

k“' - :" - ' . ; U rﬁi o . : .' : R - 5
measurement echn1ques w111 measure@wpether or. not the obgegt1ves,have been

L 3
<

Instrdctwonal obgect1ves are 1mportant at two 1éCels of adm1n1stratTon
The adm1n1strator who 1s 1n charge of curricu]a re11e§ on obJect1ves to 1nsure

) - v

3 between courses does not over]ap or bebome redundant Instruct1ona1.obJec:% |

t1ves a]so promote a

. ﬁob3ect1ves deveﬂoped'b' teachers g1ve the superv1s1ng adm1n1strator 1d§1ght

D

e .

determ1ne the effect1veness of the1r 1nstruct1ona1 program and’ 1f students oz

1

'»are cont1nua11y fa1l1ng to meet the standards set 7orth in the obgect1ves,'1t

may be a resu1t of poor 1nstruct1on Th1s 1n turn

" to more effect1ve1y eva]uate teachers A

. LS
. .\(. .

| IV The Cases for and Aga1nst Behav1ora1 0b3ect1ves".ilf N

lv-Proponents of the use of behav1ora1 obJect1ves ma1nta1n that behav1ora1 obJec— :

. 0 : . , v .
|

’_: The- Case’ for Behav1ora1 0b3ect1ves Since the ‘time Mager s (1962) c]ass1c

book on Prepar1ng Lnstr0ct1ona1 ObJect1ves prov1ded a maJor st1mu1us to the

4 g

fu-'use of behav1ora1 obJect1ves in” the f1e1d of educat1on two d1st1nct schoo]s

- Pg

fof thought emerged; the f1rst argu1ng the case for the use.of behaVTora]

'obJect1ves, and the other aga1nst the use In argu1ng the case for the use

"of behav1oral obJect1ves in educat1on, a 1arge number of, c1a1ms ‘have been made.

' t1ves clear]y 1nd1cate to students what is requ1red Qf them, and as a resu]t

’-student performance 1mproves (Gagne, 1970 ‘Mager, 1968 Popham et a]., 1969

o and Ty]er, 1964) Odject1ves can a]so prov1de commun1catzon between the

o

F‘teacher and the student Students become aware of where “théy - are go1ng and

s

what 1s éXpected of them when obJect1ves are g1ven to’ them 0b3ect1yes work -

.7y
-

2

oo

hread of con nu1ty among re]ated courses. Instructfonals

w11] enab]e adm1n1strators‘

-_'lthat content and subJect matter are coverej~adequate1y and that subgect<matter5-

L
b
H o
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as an organlzer ? A cons1derab1e number of stud1es coTTected emp1r1ca1 data
wh1ch 1nd1cate that ng1ng obaect1ves to students -prior to 1nstruct1on w111 e
; enhance student Tearn1ng Da]1s (1970) demonstrated that by using prec1se
1nstruct1ona1 obaect1ves in, advance of 1nstruct1on enhanced‘T/arn1ng of h1gh
schooT students in a heaTth educat1on cTass The study 1mp11es, however, thatﬁ:
obJect1ves must be stated in prec1se terms, otherw1se the1r vaTue to the
Tearn1ng s1tuat1on is doubtfuT : Doty (1968) 1nvest1gated the effect of pre— a
' ; sent1ng obJect1ves to students in a read1ng cTass The resuTts showed that _
| \\the students who had pr1or knowTedge of the obaect1ves scored s1gn1f1cant1y . 4»f'
At h1gher on a posttest than d1d students who d1d not have pr1or knowledge. o
‘ Lawrence (1970) stud1ed two groups bf students in a nurs1ng care Spurse wh11e
EngeT (1968) stud1ed two groups of: students in a mathemat1cs course Both

stud1es reported that the group who rece1ved the behav1ora1 obaect1ves pr1or

to 1nstruct1on performed s1gn1f1cant1y better on -a posttest BTaney and

' ‘“McK1e (1969) d1v1ded svxty voTunteers 1nto three groups, a behav1ora1 obJec- ’
iff; t1ves group; a generaT 1ntroduct1on group, and a pretest group The resuTtsll
showed that thé‘behav1ora] obaect1ves group d1d s1gn1f1cant1y better than the
' 1ntroduct1on group on a posttest " The- resuTts aTso showed no s1gn1f1cant __"*
d1fference between the pretest grpup and the behavfbra] obgect1ves group on a. |
posttest Students 1n a coTTege econom1cs cTass were d1v1ded 1nto two groups
One group rece1ved the behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves and the other d1d not T1eman,_
(1968) reports that by - us1ng retent1on scores as cr1ter1on .the behaV1oraT g
obaect1ves group scored s1gn1f1cant1y better than the non- obaect1ves group
There are aTso severaT stud1es that have shown no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences
. e,

~ between groups of d%udents who have rece1ved behav1ora1 obgect1ves and groups

'}'};who have'not.(Boardmana~]970: Sm1th 1967, and We1nberg, 1970) Therefore,

e
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the genera11zab111ty of prov1d1ng ob3ect1ves to students pr1or to 1nstruct1on S

it

'1s not eas11y determ1ned ~The ev1dence reported here demonstrates the com-

] ¢ ¢ D J
p]ex1ty of the 1ssue However, it has been ‘shown that obJect1ves somet1mes S _‘?

. help and are almost never harmfu] Therefore, 1f the prov1s1ons of obJect1ves

are re]at1ye1y 1nexpens1ve ‘one - m1ght as we11 make ‘them ava11ab1e to students

(Duchastel and Merrill, 1973). . .

b

Another reason for us1ng behav1ora1 obJect1ves 1s that they serve as

N

operat1ona1 a1ds, bas1ca11y because they. are des1gned in terms of act1on
(MacDona]d Rosst 1973) That is, they act,as a med1um,of commun1cat1onlor”a f

mechan1sm for ]nform1ng peop1e _ Curriculum‘design is deveToped'by the‘team'
v | , )
approach qu1te often 1n our schoo]s.’ By us1ng we11 spec1f1ed gu1de11nes, in

the form of behav1ora1 obJect1ves, each team member w111 know exact]y what ,

1s.be1ng asked of h1m,; Thus, the d1v1s1on of 1abor can become a much eas1er‘

,\
.

task. oL I

-2 A th1rd c1aTm for us1ng behav1ora1 obJect1ves is that by spec1fy1ng the

exact behav1ors one wants the students to exh1b1t the teacher is better ab]e

‘ to se1ect appropr1ate 1earn1ng act1v1t1es or to des1gn and suggest a]ternat1ve
-1nstruct1on strateg1es appropr1ate to the 1nd1v1dua1 1earner. By construct1ng

obJect1ves that meet Mager S- cr1ter1a for a we11 stated behav1ora1 obJect1ve, .

4 w

the teachers w111 be. gu1ded in the1r cho1ce of se1ect1ng 1nstruct1ona1

v

: . act1v1t1es that w111 be spec1f1c, prec1se, and re]evant to the des1red outcome
Because of the systemat1c approach to. 1nstruct1on that behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves

F

afford - the teacher can also p1npo1nt at any time dur1ng 1nstruct1on, those
students who may be exper1enc1ng d1ff1cu1ty :n ach1ev1ng the ob3ect1ve: vThus,;’
the teacher w111 be ab]e to des1gn and suggest a1ternat1ve 1nstructlon | |

. ';strateg1es appropr1ate to the41ndfv1dua1 Tearner. In thls sense, the use of .

>y
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behav1ora1 obJect1ves serves as” an operat1ona1 a1d for the teacher 1n prov1d1ng
':‘1nd1v1dua1 treatment for students Because the outcomes of obJect1ves can be

g rep11cated treatment can be 1nd1v1dua11zed Th1s means that students w1th '

t'fd1fferent entry character1st1cs are’ recogn1zed and remed1a1 work can be

'lprQy1ded forthosewho may need 1t’_,Iests deve]oped on the bas1s of obJect1ves,

-prov1de the teacher w1th d1agnost1c capab111t1es._ MacDonald Ross (1973) states

?

" that 1nd1v1dua11zat1on may also mean that students can choose the1r own way to
reach the obJect1ves For éxamp]e they m1ght form contracts wh1ch are

‘wr1tten agreement between the teacher and student to teach the goal or;
) -obJect1ves spec1ffbd by the teacher. ; . . ?‘fpf,e' ‘ 'xJ

L= Co

C]ear and we11 sequenced obJect1ves are necessary for 1nd1v1dua11zat1on f_;

' of41nstruct1on Through test1ng, the teacher 1dent1f1es where the ch11d is. i

ol

.academ1ca11y at d1fferent t1mes in the 1nstruct1ona1 program P1per-(1977)

points. out that frequent,re eva1uat1on 1s needed 1n order to cont1nue movnng ’

the ch11d.along-1n the 1nstruct1ona1 sequence.' Careful and frequent

t

&

‘ recording of'studentfprogress is'needed'to fac111tate the qua11ty and accuracy_;

..

:of 1nd1v1dua11zed 1nstruct1on, as well as a]]ow1ng for the evaluat1on and
cont1nued 1mprovement of teach1ng techn1ques
A fourth c1a1m for us1ng behav1ora1 obJect1ves 1s that they play-a maJor

part ine the 0b3ect1ves Based Instruct1ona1 Programs that are be1ng 1mp1emented

- in our schoo]s C]assroom ver1f1ed obJect1ve based .programs have the potent1a1

'for enab11ng teachers to prov1de students w1th the suff1c1ent amounts of

[

_pract1ce feedback, and se]f correct1on needed to acqu1re competency on .Vz_' -

” 'obJect1ves 1s st111 very new to many teachers. Therefore obJect1ve based oo
'programs -are ass1st1ng teachers 1n successfu]ly promot1ng pup11 atta1nment of
» ?the obJett1ves by prov1d1ng gu1de11nes for effect1ve teach1ng procedure.

[y 2

-
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?_ However, the t1me that the teachers use to deve10p the 1nstruct1ona1 mater1aTs_'
“'fand procedures sO, that there is avh1gh Tevel of pup11 ach1evement on the S
".obJect1ves requ1res extens1ve amounts of t1me money, and expert1se ° Su111van1
:and N1edermeyer (1977) po1nt out- that 1f teachers want students to ach1eve -
'_ mastery of obJect1ves, teachers must aTso be prov1ded w1th 1nstruct1ona1
- mater1a1s and procedures deveToped espec1a11y for the obJect1ves of ‘the
'fi Tesson They go on: to say that mereTy prov1d1ng behav1oraT ob3ect1ves to the “
teachers w111 have 11tt1e effect on the 1earn1ng s1tuat1on. Teachers
..'shoqu not be accountabTe for h1gh TeveTS of pup11 performance on obJect1ves
w1thout ‘the” proper deveTopment of 1nstruct1ona1 mater1a1s and. procedures.
lSu111van and N1edermeyer concTude that wlth the 1ncreas1ng rate of obJect1ves..
'T'based programs 1n our schooTS; there 1s need for emp1r1ca1 ev1dence to: support
- the concept of ObJect1ve Based Instruct1ona1 Programs -
fh A f1fth c1a1m for us1ng behav1ora1 obJect1ves is that they prov1de usefuT

' ;1fnormat1on for evaTuat1ng curr1cu1um pTann1ng 0bJect1ves gu1de the teacher

- J
&

-and student in. the teach1ng 1earn1ng process and they prov1de a measure aga1nst
wh1ch progress can be judged.  If teachers are to 1mprove the1r teaching,
T'they must have 1nformat1on that determ1nes the success of d1fferent teach1ng
-methods and strateg1es that are used in 1nstruct1on WeTT—stated' cTear f'
”;obJect1ves heTp prov1de th1s 1nforma\:on The 1nformat1on concern1ng curr1cuTum.;nf
R pTann1ng evaTuat1on is- anaTyzed by us1ng e1ther norm- referenced or cr1ter1on-..l.
- referenced test1ng procedures., Norm referenced tesg1ng compares an. 1nd1v1dua1 s

performance w1th that of a normat1Ve group fThe standard in this type of

test1ng is- compar1ng ‘a part1cu1ar student s'gcore with how other 1nd1v1dua1$<i} o
Zperformed on the teSt,--On.the other.hand,'cr1térnon-referenced eyaluat1ony”»

procedures are designed to determine whether a student has achfeyed'mastery.»f'

e . E -
.. | [} 4
. .
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of a behav1or as. spec1f1ed in an 1nstruct1ona1 obJect1ve(s) 1n'criterion

1

referenced test1ng the 1nterpretat1on of a student S. ‘score performance is in ,;

w

. no way depepdent upon the oerformance of other students Cr1ter1on referenced ,"

l

procedures assume that 1f‘1nstruct1ona1 obJect1ves are: 1mportant teachers

RS

| shou]d be concerned w1th whether students have ach1eved them, not with how much
-they ach1eved re}atTve to theTr peers. 0bJect1ves hefp‘to prov1de 1nformat1on_'
S on student ach1evement throughout the un1t of 1nstruct1ona as we]] as the end
| of the un1t.’ K1b1er et al. (1974) po1nt out that cr1ter1on referenced testlng
s used for at 1east four d1fferent types of test1ng ourposes (1) for
pre- assessment ourposes, (2) for format1ve test1ng--to check on the progress of o
i students so that ass1stance may be prov1ded when necessary, (3) to determ1ne
| whether components of 1nstruct1ona1 mode] need mod1f1cat1on, and (4) to
determ1ne whether students have achieved the cr1ter1on ]eve]s of objectives at
end of 1nstruct1ona] unit. . Teachers can determ1ne whether students are ready
. to go on to h1gher order obJect1ves or more complex obJecthves by eva]uat1ng
- 1ower 1eve1 ones. Accurate assessment of what each student can’ and cannot do
‘1s cr1t1ca1 f;r good teach1ng It-1s a waste of t1me as we11-as frustrat1ng,,{ -
to te11 students what they already know about the content be1ng presented or
to present 1nformat1on that is "over the1r heads “/ Teachers have d1ff1cu1ty
determ1n1ng whene the1r students are in the 1nstrﬁ’t1ona1 process.. w1th
j- ob3ect1ves c]early 1n m1nd much of the guessworktds e11m1nated Nhen students'
| ‘see- that they have ach1eved a sat1sfactory performance on 1ower 1eve1 obJect1ves,
they are encouraged to further effort C]early stated obJect1ves mot1vate
both teachers ‘and students :' if. -;‘ i .jﬁ,
Behav10ra1 obJect1ves may be 1nformat1ve 1n regard to curr1cu1um p]ann1no..

. Q"‘“' s -
Bruton (1974) hasjdone research on whether QF;th behavioral obJect1ves:wou1d '

g4
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provide information for chrricu1um'p1anning The researcher eva1uated*a w1de1y

used" set of ora1 1anguage ob3ect1ves from the D1star Lanquage I Program «"”“

'

(Eng1emann, Osborne, and Eng1emann, 1969) for use w1th f1rst grade ch11dren \

"°The resu1ts showed that f1fty four of the e1ghty f1ve ob3ect1ves were shown

to be useful in re1at1on to 1nstruct1on {he/pesu1ts a1so 1nd1cate that

th1rty ohe of the obJeCt1ves were not applicable for c1assroom use. \Thus, the

i

research c1ted shows that obJect1ves can be used for gu1d1ng student Weﬂrn1ng

- ) -.. . ' Ty ,' . M\- o L -,'_. ; R
The Case Against .Use of Behaviora1-0bjectives; Not"a11 educators by any

means, favor the use of behav1ora1 obJect1ves One concern qs. that of the

or1g1n of obJect1ves--how-are they der1ved7 MacDona1d Ross (1973) states that
theré 18 no cons1stent v1ew among educators as to the or1g1n of obJect1ves
He: fee]s-tha. two schoo1s of thought have emerged concern1ng methods for

der1 ving LK\

for convertin-

.

1ora1'ob3ect1ves One group attempts to prov1de exp]1c1t ru1es
observab]e human act1on 1nto behav1ora1 obJect1ves MacDona]d-
Ross refers to th1s group as. the "hard11ners _ They do . not agree w1th the
d1st1nct1on between know1edge and sk111s and between educat1on and tra1n1ng
%he hard11ners be11eve that one can observe a "master performer" at a task
and be ab1e to prescr1be educat1ona1 obJect1ves MacDona1d Ross feels that
_the task analys1s procedure m1ght be effect1ve for sk111s but 1nadeguate for

genera1 educat1on Fof examp1e try1ng to spec1fy the ob3ect1ves for a course

L' 1n eng1neer1ng by observ1ng master performers wou1d be qu1te fru1t1ess unTess

=4

you were a1sd w1111ng to take 1nto account the network of know1edge and
understand1ng under1y1ng the1r act1ons MacDona1d Ross’ states "the hard11ne

case thus seems to fa11 It 1s not suff1c1ent to use observat1ons

ﬂeducatfona1 objectives, if one takes the meaning of the word ‘education’. at all

g

seriously."”

.\"

s
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‘ . The . other. group fu]]y accepts that educat1ona1 obJect1ves need to be

der1ved in d way wh1ch does Just1ce to the d1fference between educat1on and

’ tra1n1ng Th]S group is constant]y try1ng to Just1fy the use of behav1ora1 e
ob3ect1ves 1n 1nstruct1on MacDona]d Ross (1973) refers to this. group as the_”
"softhners.-'I Pophamiand Baker g]970) state that obJect1ves are der1ved from -

" -three sources: (1) the Tearner, (2) the stoc1ety, and (3) subJect matter
LY

,‘.'They propose that ph1losophy of educat1on gnd psychology of’ 1earn1ng can he1p

‘ <*one formu]ate genera] obJect1ves which can. then be deve]oped into prec1se

'1nstruct1ona1 ob3ect1ves. ‘MacDonald- Ross feels that Popham and Baker S g
ph1losophy s frank]y "h1lar1ous" ﬁ&nce it is far from be1ng an operat1ona1
i :procedure for der1v1ng behav1ora1 obJect1ves A]] Ehe cr1t1ca1_dec1s1ons seeml
nto ‘be- 1eft to 1ntu1t1on and common sense of the teacher.. This'doesfnot_reffect,":.“
.ﬂthe concept of a systemat1clapproach ' “ | . ‘ |
Many research stud1es.1n the area. of behav1ora1 jbaect1ves suffer from
'the 1ack gf a prec1se operat1ona1 def1n1t1on of what a behav1ora1 obJect1Ve is.

Duchaste] and Merr111 (1973)° and MacDonald—Ross (1973) state that there 1s a - f{

‘~1ack of spec1f1c1ty 1n re1at1on to determ1n1ng whether obJect1ves are behav1ora1

R

» --.'<
_or”non- behav1ora1 Severa] stud1es 1nd1cated that some educators use Mager s

.three cr1ter1a for a we]] stated behav1ora1 obJect]ve ‘when def1n1ng the
~ objectives, others d)d:not. Some stud1es gave examp]es of we]] stated
?objectfves; mhi{e;manj.others d1d not Th1s lack of operat1ona1 def1n1t1ons
of the ob3ect1ve var)ables makes 1t d1ff1cu1t to compare studies. E‘f\bdf"'.

‘The level of spec1f1c1ty needed in construct1ng behav1ora1 obJect1ves is '\

: _another concqgn in the use of behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves. MacDona]d-Ross (1973)

. states that there is an absence of ru]es for dec1d1ng what 1eve1 of spec1f1c1ty ’

.obJect1ves shou1d be deve]oped Genera1 obJect1ves have a tendency.to become



vagUe -and ambiguous Ir try1ng to e11m1nate amb1gu1ty, one runs the r1sk of
' wr1t1ng an 1mposs1b1y long 11st of obJect1ves N1ght (1973) states that when
teachers beg1n wr1t1ng obJect1ves for what they hope to see.as a res6~t of '

a 1nstruct1on, they often wr1§{/a behav1ora1 obqect1ve for each 1ntended outcome
L A . .

‘Th1s can resu]t 1n a 11st o) long that ig/ more an obstac]e course than an- a1d
to 1ea 1ng for the student N1ght a]sg\s

tates that meet1ng the spec1f1cat1on

for a proper]y wr1tten obJect1ve often 1nh1b1ts product1ve th1nk1ng Teachers

: get 50 caught up 1n the mechan1cs of wr1t1ng behav1ora1 obJect1ves that they L

Tose s1ght of the1r pr1orvt1es, name]y, what they are: real]y try1ng to teach
MacDonald Ross (1973) conc]udes that “every time behav1ora1 obJect1ves have -
been constructed on a 1arge sca]e th1s @/rblem of spec1f1c1ty has proved qu1te
fearsome]y d1ff1cu1t " He feels that no sat1sfactory ru]es have emerged and

perhaps the prob]em of spec1f1c1ty~1s 1nso]vab1e 1n pr1nc1p1e ' WOodruff and

Yy ,
Kapfer (1972) state that the 1eve1 of spec1f1c1ty 1n construct1ng obJect1ve51 o

-

has ‘seemed to transform educat1on\1nto a mechan1st1c program devo1d of rea]
human va]ue They po1nt out that one of the most compe1]1ng cr1t1cs of
behav1ora1 obJect1ves"Char1es S11verman (1970); states “Indeed “the- approach
to 1nsturct1ona1 techno]ogy that most researchers are follow1ng (based on

A

prec1se measurable, behav1ora1 terms) 1s 11ke1y to compound what 1s wrong with *
. Amer1can educat1on--ats fa11ure to developrsens1t1ve autonomous, th1nk1ng,
humane 1nd1v1duals“ (p 196) ) »“‘3.'u 4 i ,’”_?Tq

Tr1v1a11ty is anothér cr1t1c1sm of behav1ora1 obJect1ves In try1ng tol

sat1sfy the requ1rements of a proper]y wr1tten behav1ora1 obJect1ve, teachers

qu1te often f1nd themse]ves 11st1ng 1nconsequent1a1 student behav1ors and over- ;
: .look1ng 1mportant ones Mean1ngfu] obJect1ves are more d1ff1cu1t to state in

'».nprescr1bed-form Pasca] (1975) states that many educat1ona1 goals wh1ch can be,

e

@ o
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expressed in, behav1ora1 ob3ect1ve form are tr1v1a1 ‘with the result that 1mpor—
tant outcomes of educat1on are under emphas1zed PGpham (1968) states that by

go1ng through the process of construct1ng exp11c1t1y stated obJect1ves, educators.- I

.can 1dent1fy and weed out the tr1v1a1 goaﬁs, then they can beg1n pay1ng atten—-

= e L

t1on to more mean1ngfu1 educat1ona1 obaect1ves MacDona]d Ross (1973) states
\r

that wh11e Popham S response that tr1v1a1 ob3ect1ves can be weeded out once~
revea]ed may be true, . it st111 avo1ds the "huge prob1ems Of or]g1ns and |

'_ operat1ona11sm He fee]s that the prob1em of tr1v1a11ty is st111 a prob]em ~>“;‘.
| Ohe of the most fundamenta] prob]ems w1th behav1ora1 obJect1ves is that o
the obJect1ve 1tse1f is confused w1th the 1nd1cator (means of determ1n1ng = “
whether the ob3ect1v¢/1s ach1eved (N1ght 1973) "—A behav1oné] ob3ect1ve is a
e statement of a. measurement to Bé taken, under spec1f1ed cond1t1ons w1th

o >-:_§ . .
Lo cr1ter1a for eva]uat1on to act as evidence that the des1red behav1or has been S0

ach1eved Many educators suggest that one shou]d wr1te a genera] statement
=y
or goa1 f1rst Then behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves can’ be wr1tten wh1ch re]ate to the
genera] statements | But the genera] goa] is often lost because of the focus on
. ) L.
'formance spec1f1ed in the 1nd1cator as opposed to the future capab111t1es cal]ed
for 1n the genera] goa] Specna] effort ‘shouTd be made to re]ate the 1nd1cator

to the goa] If this does not happen the student may f1nd 11tt1e mean1ng 1n

'?\1e specnf1cat1on of’ performance .
Behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves frequent]y do not take into account that there may o

"be many ways of assess1ng whether an ob3ect1ve‘ﬁas been ach1eved This is - "1-'

'part1cu1ar1y true &4§h dea11ng w1th h1gher order cogn1t1ve obJect1ves or _'h.-

:obJect1ves in the affect1ve doma1n ~ An add1t1ona1 cr1t1c1sm of behavioral -

. .obJect1ves is that they do not spec1fy the measurement to be used There_arej

@



fa 1earn1ng act1v1ty and some of these may be better than those spec1f1ed 1h

N

frequent]y many opportun1t1es for assess1ng the behav1or demonstrated w1th1n

o,

-j”the behav1ora1 obJect1ve It may . be argued that’ behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves do notv

;‘“prevent educators from seek1ng other ev1dence to. ver1fy that the behavior ‘has-

» ‘_the teacher not to 1ook further for add1t1ona1 ev1dence that the obJect1ve°has Ag

o been ach1eved .f f( S~

been ach1eved sat1sfactor11y But the po1nt is that a we11 stated behav1ora1'

.:obJect1ve has a_ measurement component that 1s exp11c1t1y stated wh1ch causes ‘.

1
\- !

'\ . .

The' quest1on ar1ses .as to wh1ch behav1ors or products of behav1or can be

SR

'by def1n1t1on, is observab1e, but two observeys w0u1d not a1ways agree on the -

"same 1nterpretat1on of a part1cu1ar Jtem of behav1or" (p 226) Some behav1ors

obJect1ve1y Judged only under certa1n cond1t1on” Har1en po1nts out that

may be observed on1y under ceta1n spec1a1 cond1t1on Are these descr1bed

behav1ors to be restricted to those obJect1ves that can‘be observed and
£

o observab1e behav1ora1 changes are on1y samp1ed, and that 1nd1cat1ons that a

v *'fchange 1n behav1oruhas taken p1ace can never ‘be a certa1nty He fee1s that

£

there is a b1urred 11ne between what is. accepted as observab1e and what 1s

‘notf' Taba (1962) fee1s/}hat dec1d1ng whether or not the cr1ter1a of the'

fobJect1ve has been reached 1s less 1mportant Har1en fee1s that the standard

LN

'of acceptabTe performance in a behav1or obJect1ve should not be r1g1dly

V4

app11ed and that some "s1ack" shou1d be a11owed otherwnse there is a potent1a]

drawback 1n spec1fy1ng behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves W1th exp11c1t cr1ter1a
f:
Some educators are express1ng a d1staste for the’ who1e process of

'def1h1ng obJect1ves ' Sheehan (1974) stabes that advocates of behav1ora1

obJect1ves have become over1y zea1ous and preach the1r message w1th a

- vengeance ‘ E1sner (1967) states that many educators fee1 that the spec1f1- ,5

-;cat1on of obJect1ves encourages students to seek the 11ne of 1east res1stance

|

A E L

accepted as va11d for the: purpose of ob3ec€1ves? Har1en (1972) states "behav10r,




~ e

~v‘and thusfloweritheir:own educationa] goais ‘ Otber educators fee] that there
_‘gre 1mportant educational a1ms wh1ch cannot be trans]ated 1nto behav1ora]
terms--att1tudes, va]ues and the creat1ve exper1ences St1]] othFrs fee] that
the heavy emphas1s on behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves 1mp]1es tra1n1ng rather than'-
'.educat1on Some educators be11eve that the behav1ora] obJect1ve movement w111
-._sterglize-educat1on Sheehan' (1974) states "The attempt to. package to .
'c1rcumscr1be ‘and tonnodu]ar1ze mater1als for the chsumer is. seen as- counter—"'

prgduo&1ve It 1s@hn d1rect cpnf11ct w1th the m0re 1mportant goa]s of -

',_teach1ng students to 1dent1fy the1r ovin' educat1ona1 requ1rements, to dec1de

what they wou]d Tike to learn_and what.1s 1mportant to t emrw1th1n,the Timits .

-

'ot'what is avai]abie and their own abi]itﬁesf""He goes on to say that the‘
.ﬂstudent must be ab]e to 1earn on h1s own w1th the he]p of the fo]]ow1ng tools:
books, f1]ms, te%ev1s1on, Journals, co]]eagues, h1s own observat1on, and the; "

-teachers He must der1ve from them what is 1mportant w1thout the a1d of

.super1mposed 1nstruct1ona1 obJect1ves Sheehan fee]s that behav1ora1 obJect1ves B

advocates have pushed the1r views - too zea]ous]y and tend to see obJect1ves as ,

o ends “in themse]ves rathér than as be1ng on]y a, sma]] part in: the 1nstruct1ona1

R e
. .Aprocess .

A f1na1 cr1t1c1sm by educators in reqard to -use of behaV1ora1 obJect1ves

\_is_that~1t takes an'enormous‘amount of extra t1me andﬂenergy to formulate and use .

them ~aConroy (1973)wpoints-out'that most'commercia11y produced'instructjonal.
" -

programs that do prOV1de behav1ora] obJect1ves descr1be outcomes that are

usua]]y 11m1ted to lower 1eve1 sk111 capab111t1es. As a resu]t teachers are i

)
. forced to wr1te most -of the obJect1ves for the programs., Teachers fee] that

‘the1r ro]e 1s becom1ng one of a c]erk whose ro]e is to mechan1ca1 r1nd out

N )

sbehav1ora] obJéct1ves;_ Conroy a]so fee]s that even‘though there is broad

€3
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.!_agreement about the benef1ts of us1ng behaM1ora1 obJect1ves 1n educat1on,1"

re1at1ve1y 11tt1e use is be1no made of the systemat1c process of deve1op1nq

1nstruct1on, and that rare1y does a tota1 schoo1 system manage 1ts ent1re

l i

1nstruct1ona1 program by behav1ora1 obJect1ves.- He conc1udeS' "The fﬁtt of ;{
"the matter 1s that the vast maJor1ty of Amer1can teachers Just do nat use

- behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves as a part of their profess1ona1 pract1ce.

1
o

: Conc1us1ons . : . L IR : cL

s

o - -

A1though there are severa1 1og1ca1 reasons for. us1ng 1nstruct1ona1 objecs

(1974) po1nt out that there are on1y about f1fty or so exper1menta1 stud1es K

-,ifocused on 1nstruct1ona1 obJect1ves. Unfortunate]y, the resu1ts of ‘these -

nstud1es are - 1ncon51stent They a1so prOV1de no conc1us1ve ev1dence about the
-._effect of 1nstruct1ona1 obJect1ves on 1earn1ng.. K1b1er states "of the th1rty— -

fthree stud1es found ‘that: compared studentolearn1ng w1th and w1thout possess1on

-

,of 1nstruct1ona1 obJect1ves. ] Current f1nd1ngs on the effects of 1nstruct1ona1

7.

-obJect1ves prov1de no conc1us1ve or cons1stent data on the re1at1onsh1p :
between the use of obJect1ves and student learning. Ne are unab1e to draw any
;conc1us1ve genera11zat1ons about the effect of behav1ora1 obJect1ves.

It was the purpose of th1s paper to present a rev1ew ofqghe 11terature

<

o concern1ng the def1n1t1on, form, funct1on and the cases for an aga1nst the 7
B}

llse of behav1ora1 obJect1ves. Tt s c1ear that there are many d1fferent
def1n1t1ons of the term "behav1ora1 obJect1ve. , Add1t1ona1 deve1opment 1s d

needed 1n th1s area’so that a cons1stent operat1ona1 def1n1t1on of the term

f behav1orp1 ob3ect1ve can for formu1ated A1though Mager S cr1ter1a for

wr1t1ng a we11 stated behav1ora1 obJect1ve 1s the best known, 11terature reveals :

that there is 11tt1e aoreement as to wh1ch character1st1c of the behav1ora1

Ty

g

-

"'tnves, there 1s 11nnted emp1r1ca1 data to support the1r use. K1b1er et ale——;f¥%r'




-H.behav1ora1 obJect1ves, the 11terature revea1s that behav1ora1 obJect1ves can

'of a\behav1ora1 obJect1ve are not f1xed Educators are not 1ook1ng for

wgoe, TR

PR 4 .
-

robJect1ve 1s most 1mportant, wh11e others th1nk that the standard or cond1t1on )

1

s, Ger1ach et al. (1977)- 1nd1cate that the cho1ce of d1rect obJect a1so ' :"t_

1nf1uences the»observab111ty and prec1s1on of a behav1ora1 obJect1ve. They '

'a]so contend that no' s1nq1e component is conSTstently of pr1mary 1mportance A

= o
in determ1n1ng the proper form of a behav1ora1 obJect1ve. S
~{,

As1de from the prob1em of determ1n1ng the correct form of a behav1ora1

'-obJect1ve and. the need for tra1n1ng educators to wr1te in an acceptab1e form,

::g{fthe 11terature suggests that educators must ‘also be preSented with the ph11o—

sophy beh1nd the concept of behaV1ora1 obJect1ves. Thesbas1c character1st1c5“:

“o -

‘fobJect1ves that are a part1cu1ar s1ze and shape, but are 1ook1ng for obJect1ves

'that are c1ear1y stated and convey our 1nstruct1ona1 intents as conc1se1y as .

l

A1though there are d1sag,eemcnts regard1ng the def1n1t1on and form of

”have 1mportant funct1ons in the 1nstruct1ona1 process (1) aid-in the desidn

of 1nstruct1ona1 programs, (2) prov1de gu1dance 1n eva1uat1on of 1nstruct1ona1
programs, (3) fac111tate 1earn1ng for students, and (4) 1nform teachers,

adm1n1strators, and genera1 pub11c of the purposes of the 1nstruct1ona1

"-program. The maJor d1sagreements 11e in the very nature of the behav1ora1

obJect1ve movement 1tse1f There is.a wide d1sagreement as to’ the advantages

*

T of us1ng behav1ora1 obJect1ves.- MacDona1d Ross (1923) is.one of the maJor

- cr1t1cs, stat1ng that I‘behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves w111 never ach1eve a11 that the1r

:supporter hope for they are 11m1ted by the very presumpt1ons~on wh1ch,they.are

'hbased "

< : o S S

~ 'i '
: As an advocate for the use of behavioral- obJect1ves 1n educataon, I w111

conc1ude w1th the fo11ow1ng 1mpress1ons that I have drawn from review of the
S ) )

-



11terature. [ e T

*

:];' There is a need to generate exp11c1t pr1nc1p1es for construct1ng

-v;_;re1evant behav1ora1 obJect1ves. Ru1es for spec1f1c1ty of obgect1ves

- N . .
L : ) ¢ . 3
- . = - : o,
' & A

2. Behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves form a we11—worked out method of rat1ona1

'need to be deve1oped

p1ann ng in educat1on. - They encourage educators to make exp11c1t

the va1ues they . may have never revea1ed as we11 as mak1ng them th1nk

~ T Ty
: . -

ﬁ?and p1 n 1n deta11ed, spec1f1c terms, o '- ST

<

3. Behav1ora1 ob3ect1ves he1p to better 0rgan1ze the students tine as -

-~

;we11 1S g1ve them d1rect1on and prov1de mot1vat1on;

\

54. Behal1ora1 obJect1ves can form the bas1s for a we11—worked out s

. program for 1nd1v1dua11z1ng 1nstruct1on.-'u

3 -~

5. Beh'v1ora1 obJect1ves are the c1earest verba1 dev1ces ava11ab1e to -

-~,1ns ruct1ona1 programs.- Even with the h1gh "costs" attached the

“+

3 1nstruct1on is not deve1oped overn1ght and w1thout expense.

- . ¢ .
. - =

T T.f i: f'f"F' h413f‘-ff ~u.c-‘:t - o < = :'s~5‘
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